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Most of the membership of the lIT have financial oonneclions with the 
developmentlconslrUeliol\lreal estate indu:stries. It is not surprising that the majority repon 
favored raisinlltues but not development fees. We in the ITF Minority favor: 

• 	 The 112% Transportation Sales Tu. in tIM: General Fund. should be reserved for road 
infrastructure maintclIIIfICe, U'lUISponation operatinll expenditures, and IIlInsportation 
operatinll subsidies as distinct from capital eosts. 

• 	 Extension of the II·'" CIP sales tax and a new 118- 114% CIP tax for capital road 
infrastrucllR improvement and expansion; 

• 	 Assessment of a trip generation fee t.sed. on fOld usage for all residential and eommertial 
development 10 rqJIaa: tIM: CWTmt development fee assessment t.sed. on siu. (Sec 
Appe!ldll( A: A Description of the Trip Generation MoOel~ 

• 	 A poperty tax Increase of no more: !han 20 cenUiIO su.ppor!' ten-Yell" general obligllion 
bond. However , jHoptlty I&XCS do not accotIJ1t for non-<:ity resldent 's use of roads. funher, a 
jHope,1y tax increase should not $Ub$titute for properly owcs5ed trip generation based fees. 

I. 	 We agree with tIM: majority with regard 10 the auumplions and p is as stated In the 
majority repon. a1thoo.igh we were disappointed the majority soughl lO defer consideration 
of infrastructure issues regardinll_~r and storm ..... 1Cf 

2. 	 We beloe"e!hlt road and sidewalk nwntmancc: costs have, hislorically, not been 
adeq....tel y consideml and iDc;1uded. The recent citum JUrvcy of road maintenance 
diuatisfKtion is si&J'lificam. Consequently. we recommend that the 112% TJaJISpOfUtion 
Sales Tilt, in the <Jmera1 Fund, be rom,ed f«!OId infrasuucllR mainterlallCe, 
IIlIn5porution optnIting expendilUre$, and IIlIn5porution optnIting subsidies 11$ distinct 
from capillI costs . 

3. 	 We agree wilh the majority !hit there In: huge unfunded capital infrastructure costs for 
streds and sidewalks in Columbia. We recommend thai the City seek dedicated capitll l 
improvement funding for capital in~eslmen( ~gardi ni the Transit System. the Airport. 
and for new road infrastructure. We also believe. howe.-er, thal5Cpflrating bus and airport 
subsidies for an independent dediCllted II!II' a II!I increase and these subsidies are 
unlikely 10 survi,'e a sepaniI!e ballot issue on their own. 

4. 	 We believe lhat a luse peroentage orthese capital costs have aoxrued from a Ion& pcnod 
of &rowth with minilftlll development foes 10 ply for off-silC SlreeUI and SIdewalks that are 
rw:ukd to meet the needs of the &fUI"tIL Consequently, we belieo.'e that development rea 
should be increased 10 help alleviate future growth needs for new Sb'eetS and sidc .....lks. 



~. 	 We believe that development fees Iho\Ild have alosical IlCXUS 10 ncwdcmand for streets 
and 5idewaJb. The currmt method ofcak:u.t.ting the developllCnt fee bued on 5qUIII"e 

fOOlage ofncw $b"UCtUI"e$ faib the !leXUSICSt. Dlffermt types ofdevelopment generate 
different amounts ofnfik mauve 10 usc and 11.ZIC, and have different demands for their 
peak nows. 

6. 	 We believe that. 4-6 pm peak now tnp senention model for &terminina development 
fees has. much more Iogiall nexus 10 new demand for new Slreets and sidewalks. Petlk 
now in the 4-6 pm time period ~labli,hcs the demand for new streets and sidewalks and 
trip generation establishes who is c~ling Ihis demand. See AppendiJ< A: A Description 
of the Trip GCIlCT1IItion Model and Table I for some elWnplcs ofuse ofpcak now trip 
senmllion. 

7. 	 We believe that Voter$, ba$ed on 200S blJloI: illllt mullS, will be he$illnllO rai~ ~ 
unless the grov.1h element il'l(:reast1Ulelr contribution 1O>'o"ll"d their needs for new off· ,ite 
stJedS and side ..... lks and nwnlCnlnU inues IltC adequately addR:sscd. See Appmdix A: 
Financial Options. Discussion - Columbia' , Historical Pcnpccti>·e. 

s . 	 We believe that all wpayen should oonllibutc 10 fllting pas! unmct needs. Since new 
residents, etc. will be payins these IIJI~ as well as CIUTCI"It residents, etc., doevelopllc;nI 
foes should be Klal.level 10 ICCOUnl for Ihls " fiJ<Cd percentage, e.g., If3 10 Ifl, ofUle 
IlCiUliI proralOd COSI of new streets and sidewalks 10 meet the needs ofnew growth. 

Respectfully Submitted by by Iff Mcmbcrl Ben L.ondcrec.nd Karl Skala 
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AII new ilmwth infrastruclUfe and II1IIlnttOllnce oompde for budgdllry influcnce.nod !he 
intcrconnc:ctedness of al l oflllis growth-related Infrastructure must be recognized. In particular, 
...rd infrastructure such as Rrxxis, Sewus, and Slorm WU/t'r compete for laX re...enues (both 
dedicated and general fund) and user fees. Unfortunately. the lIT ma;onty f .... ored defrnal of 
sewer and storm "'"BIer fundinl issues 10 the: Sewer Task Foroc: and the Storm W.ter A(lvllOf)' 
Commission. respoetiV<'ly. 

In gencnl terms, we: ......e experimccd ~S14M in m.d infraslJ\ltturt needs ...ith - S9M offundilli 
"nee the 200S Bond Issues were pIa«d before !he VOlen. 

In antici~tion of !he 100S Bond Issue elcalon, the City hired consulWlIS, J:kvelopment 
Strategies, 10 Sludy financing options for mads One aspect of !heir repon I was how high could 
the developmenl foc be. They reported that the OIItIOnaI.verage for such fees in 100S was about 
$3,IISO. Londereel reported that the proraled COSI for new mads in Columbi. in 2005 was about 
S6,700 per new resident~l lot. "The $3.1150 repres,ented about 57% of the: pronued 0051 ofnew 
mads in 1005. After further analyses, Development SlnItegies concluded thai ColumbIA eould 
reasonably charge. development fee of up 10 S3,850.nod they recommended. fcc ofltlwt 
$3,000. Adjusting these fillures for increases in the ProdUCtt Price Index for High......y 
Construction, the 1010 prorated cost ofmads in Columbi. was S9,570: 57% orthat ....·ou.ld be 
S'.5OO; and the S3 ,OOO figure would bc:aMile about S4,185. 

"The City appoi nted Transportation Fi!lal1(:e .... clviSOfY Committee ~. final mIX of. 
I) the cxlCnSion of the I f4% fOlds sales tax and 111% new roads tax (geneTllting - S80 million 
and - S15 million respoctively); 2) . modest proper1y laX increase of no ~ than 10 cenlS to 
support 11m-year genenJ obligation bond FflC"ting - S1O million in bonds; and 3) 
development fcdexcise tax {. blended fC'Ienue IOUftt such thai the increase: In de-,'elopmmt fees 
from S. IO 10 S.SO per sq~ foot would &mmIte - S40 million. plus. plwed-in flat eharze per 
residential unit of S1()()()"S1200, generating ~S1O million (.n projectiGn5 based on 10 year 
Ivmages). (Reference: 2_ Committee Jecommmditions.pdO 

ConculTCl1dy in 2005,. Minority Repor1 was filed with the Transportation Fi!lal1(:e AdviSOfY 
Committee. This report recommerw;led. trip ~ration modcllO make up the rem.ininll 
difference in the gap between revenues and needs for new Toad infrastructure.nd lI1IIintcOllnce 
Reference: (eortsistent wi th the Consultant reoommcndalion regarding the excise WI portion of 
the M.jority Report, and not included in their recommerw.iation)> 

,
T.....,.."._ InftuIno<:a.. f, .......... 0,.-. 0...... ; ,_ Sua"""" St. Louo (200') pp. 12_IJ (1101..-.. 

4J'_'"",,,,- pdf). 
I ........... Boa II.. TlIo effoc:t<llll-u. ... hnOp<InIIICIrI-.CoI_boo Daily Tribww. Mardi I).~. P )0 
J "".....~ 11........ fOO" T.......-I'-......, s.. ........... _CIydo W_(~)(IIJ_ _
l_"".....'ry_~pdf) 

l 

http:infrastructure.nd


Abo in 2OOS, the Chamber ofCommer« Go>'cmmetli Affaln Commmee Sine( Finance 
Subeommittce recommended that in 11a! ofany inerease in real eswe propeny taxes, addilional 
funding be derived from stale reimbur3emenu 10 lhe cuy for it!; sJaR, of annual Motor Vehicle 
Taxes (- Slmillion in 2(03) and Gasoline Taxes (Sl.3 million in 2(03). to be dedicaled 10 upital 
fOld (new) improvemenl pro;ects. Further, iu recommendalion suggesled IMI beaouse of 
equitability and accountability consideralions, the Chamber would pn:fer!be assessment of 
impact fees, or a blend ofimpaci and tafgeled user fees, ralher than relying el<clusively on 
general el<eise: ta:<e5. • However. the Chamber Board of Directon offeml 00 fannal 
recommendation to the City. 

A 114% Capital Improvement Projecq (CIP) sala WI extension for new ro.d conslruCtion (sao 
million) pu5Cd with only 5O.S% of the vOle (by 117 votes), and. 118% CIP add,bona.l sara tax 
fOl" new road construction (SlS million) failed with only 39.1% (by 3038 ,·oIcs). The: phased_in 
gradual increase in the fOld infn.slruCture developmmt charge. from SO. 10 to SO 50 per ~ 
fOOl ofnew building consuuction. passed with 63.6% (by 3,m vOles). 

The: post-election message in 200S clearly indlcated!hr.t existing CIP sales taxes were sufflCtmt 
to fund new road COR5trucUOn and !hr.t an incrc:ased l!we of lhe 0051 should be shifted 10 phased­
in charges for de\,'elopmenl 

A DeKripl ioll or lbe Trip Genenlio. Model 

The: clpacity ofengineered roads IS designed for the helviest periods oflraffl( . Generally the 
helviest traffic occurs during the evenins commute and 10 I Icsser extent durin,l lhe morning 
commule. Growth IIdds 10 the demand for Idditional capacity. Many communilies. includinS 
Columbia, eharge a devclopmmt fee (!lOme use other terms such as Cl<cise: IaJI., 01" impact fee) 
baxd on the idea that lho5C who creIIlC a new need fOl" infn.struct\IR: should Pl'Y I prorated l!we 
orthe 00Sl. Cowu have consistently rulcd WI impiICI fen must have I logical nexus 
(conncc1ion) bet"O::hthe fees and demand for !he 005t ofinfrastructun: generated by new 
devcloprnc:nl 

Thc: CWTeIlt modclll§cd in CoIumbi. charges III new construction I c;le-;cloprnc:nl fee oflifty 
cenu per ~ fOOl .....ocr roof for !he purpose of eonwuetion ofoff-site roUCClor and arterial 
streets and sidewalks. The peak 4-6 pm hour trip gencntion tabk in !he Ippmd'l< show, tllll 
different types of use groups sener&te different amoun., of traffic. CoIumbia' l model docs ooc 
accounl for diffe,CiIu;s bctwo::n different tatesories of users. 

An .Itcmative model charges. fcc bIsc:d on typical number oflrips gcncra!ed b)' differenl 
categories of locations during the evt'llinll commute, usUl.lIy delinc:d as !he peal;: flow hour 
durinS4-6 pm. Each one-way trip has a be&inning and In end. In this model lhe Iocalion where 
• trip ends is credilcd wilh the lrip. Thalloation has !IOmething that dnW5 tl1lfflC 10 il thcn:by 
contributing to !he traffl( congestion ;luring !he peak hour. The . ttraction miglll be. movie, 1lI 
office visit, shopping, wort, goinS home, etc. 

Thousand!! of trip generation studies have been oondUCIcd by tramc engi~ and their ill;:. The 
InSlltute ofTransporlation Enginc:er"l C'o·alUl.IcS slIJdia submined 10 them for qual,ty and 'fthey 
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meet certain standards an: added to their database. Then they poollhe siudies inlo calegories 
and analyze than. Trip ends an: expressed in per unit of measure: such as for. single fami ly 
home the value would be one home. In non-residential developmcnllhe Unit ofmeasure: 
typic.lly is per 1,000 square feel bul could be any meaningful unit such as number of pumPs .1. 
gas station or number ofbeds in. nuning 00me. They publish the results in. se1 ofboou titled 
Trip Generation. The information in the table was W:cn from the"" edition published in 2001 
whieh was found in Columbia· s traffic mgincerinll departmenl J 

In the model, the local oommunil)' decides whal the trip generJtion fee will be. The fee would be 
the SIfTIC for every trip end. A table like the one in the appmdix would be consulted for each 
building permit application. The IOUI fee is the product of number of trip ends for the 
.pp opiI iate location ategory, approprillc number ofunIts, .nd 11M: fee per Inp to delenrnnc the 
loW fee 

An elWl\ple will iIIustrIIe. Lefs say that the community his established a fee 01"$1,000 per unit 
per trip end. The: building pennit is for. single family ct-lhllj whICh his a Trip End value of 
1.01 and the Unit is one Dwelling Unit The: total fee would be 1.01 lImes 1 Unit times $3,000 " 
$3.030. The: Trip End number for a Fast Food Restaurant ",ilh Dnve Thru is 1774 .nd the Unit 
IS 1,000 sq. ft. A permilapplicalion fee for that restaurant would be 17.74 times 3.S Units times 
$3,000 " $186.210. 

The: City could establish a reserve fund (not funded by olher development fees) which could]llly 
for the development fee for qualified applicants. When. qualified appllc.nllppl ies for I 
building permit the City could provide a loan for the lmount of the development fee and place I 
lien on the property. The 10000 1U1omatiully would amortize 20% of the originaJloan .mourn 
each year so thaI after S years the balance would be zero. If the owner1 se ll bef~ lhe S years, 
the rem.ining balance would be due II time ofclosing. This IfTI/\gemen\ would help provi(\e an 
affordable home 10 qualified individuals bu1lluard against "lIaminll·' lhe syncm for. quiek 
profit. II would insure: that the property owners will gain equity in the property n.ther quickly. 
Home ownen with equil)' in their home an: more likely w:c care of the property 10 maintain 
their equity. Hi gher property vllues mean higher property Wlel I'llCCived by tuing agencies. 

If the Cil)' wishes 10 ~ intill developrno'lt and ldequate road and sidc.....Jk infrastructure 
is in place, credits could be earned for such M.1IVity . The amount of the credit would depend on 
where the development 0CCUr1. The: Cil)' could wgo:1 certain an:as and/or base: the credit on the 
InVCI'K of dlstancz from c;Io\o1\to....n. In the: I.atteT case. the crcdlt would be highesl near 
00"'1\10\01\ and gradually dccreasc to zero II 1-2 mIles from c;Io\o1\lOwn. The credil$ should 
become pII1 of the: City ' , aeoounting system. 
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